body" of all believers on earth (1 Cor. 12:13; Eph. 4:4). A third reason is that there is a universal entity of believers on earth, and this entity requires a name. 3 The combination of these three points (#1: a rational theory; #2: it appears to be clearly taught in the Bible; #3: a universal entity of believers) solidifies the validity of this theory in peoples' minds, resulting in countless numbers of "Scofieldites" or "Ryrieites" who slavishly follow C. I. Scofield, C.C. Ryrie, or another promoter of this theory. However, this author, along with many local-church-only "converts," can attest to the fact that most individuals who believe in the universal church theory do not have a clear understanding of the key points of the local-church-only view. For those who disagree, the validity of this proposition can be demonstrated rather easily and quickly. Please summarize the local church viewpoint and then contrast that with the universal church view of the following passages or issues, being careful not to erect the straw-man arguments of "landmarkism" or "Baptist bride:" Matthew 16:18, Acts 2, 1 Corinthians 12:13, Ephesians 5:25, unified bodies versus numerical bodies, and the definition of the bride and body. It may be hard for some individuals to summarize the local-only view because it is not popular and consequently they have not heard some or any of it before! How can one "prove all things" if they do not properly understand the opposing viewpoint? This challenge to "prove all things" is especially appropriate for those who have held to a theory for many years who may be anxious to charge others with being "divisive"! How does God view those believers who refuse to "prove all things"? How "sincere" and "well-meaning" is someone who disobeys this verse?
Those who accept this faulty foundation of "bigger is better" will accept the unbiblical premise that God uses and needs size, whether it be a big movement (fundamentalism) or a big institution (para-church organization) to do great things. The solution to this rationalistic thinking is to accept in faith the Biblical teaching that God has chosen the small local church to do His work! The Rationalism of Historical Fundamentalism
The second way that the local church has been hurt because of man's problem of externalism was and is through the historical movement of fundamentalism. Because fundamentalism serves as the historical background for much of contemporary Christianity, it is necessary to see how this movement has negatively influenced the matter of Biblical scholarship relative to local churches.
A discerning study of the history of fundamentalism (or the history of faulty, catholic ecclesiology) will demonstrate that this movement was clearly rooted in the unscriptural thinking that God needs size (all "conservative" believers on earth) to "win." There is a very significant reason that is often overlooked as to why certain beliefs were considered fundamental (e.g., the virgin birth, substitutionary atonement) and why others were not (believer's immersion). Since this movement was clearly built upon universal church thinking, it should not be surprising that this movement emphasized the fact that the Lord fights modernism through the masses of saved people, rather than through local, immersionist assemblies. Consequently, this movement elevated those beliefs "essential" for salvation in order to discern which Christian "soldiers" were truly in God's "army." Obviously, if you make believer's immersion (or any other "non-essential") a fundamental you immediately and dramatically lower the number of soldiers in God's gigantic army to fight modernism. The movement of fundamentalism looked for the lowest common denominator to unite believers for the so-called greater "cause of Christ," and the so-called "Baptist fundamentalism" popular today is merely a slightly modified version of this unbiblical philosophy! It is imperative that people recognize that the philosophy of historical fundamentalism that "bigger is better" is absolutely logical and rational from the external, human perspective of man. Because of this foundation of rationalism, fundamentalism will always struggle with the issue of where to draw the line in the sand relative to this rationalistic thinking. Furthermore, the so-called "new-evangelical" movement is the consistent, logical, and normal outcome of the inconsistent and rationalistic movement of fundamentalism. really is not that important to teach doctrinal issues to saved people. Furthermore, according to this thinking, doctrine will always take a back seat to unity! (3) This rationalistic philosophy that "bigger is better" and "God needs size to win" has a subtle controlling influence upon the pastor of a local church. According to this philosophy, if a pastor decides to break from a movement, network, association, or fellowship (all of which are 4 Understanding the fact that fundamentalism is built upon rationalistic thinking ("bigger is better") enables one to see why so many churches, individuals, and institutions "drift" into new-evangelicalism. New-evangelicalism is the consistent and natural outcome of the rationalistic and inconsistent movement of fundamentalism. Note the following two issues: First, both fundamentalism and new-evangelicalism allow for the universal body of Christ, citing the popular yet extremely weak interpretation of 1 Corinthians 12:13. In spite of the clear teaching of verse 25 ("there should be no schism in the body"), which, please note, comes only twelve verses after verse 13, fundamentalist are absolutely inconsistent with their faulty view of the body of Christ because of their emphasis upon separation. This is in contrast to the new-evangelicals who are very consistent with their wrong view of the body of Christ as they emphasize unity and love for other believers within the universal body. A primary passage that teaches love for others in the body is found in 1 Corinthians 13, only one chapter after 1 Corinthians 12:13.
A second area in which new-evangelicalism is more consistent than fundamentalism is relative to their rationalistic foundation. Both of these movements are built upon the rationalistic idea that God needs size (all believers in the so-called universal body) to "win." Since the foundation of the movement is built upon a premise that does make sense when you are walking by sight, it should not be surprising that theologians apply this sightbased thinking to other theological areas (age of the earth, manuscript evidence, the insufficient local church, etc…). Thus, many fundamentalist are inconsistent with their rationalistic foundation as they attempt to maintain a fideistic approach to other theological issues. The new-evangelicals, on the other hand, are very consistent with their foundation of rationalism as they proudly promote their "scholarly" views of theistic evolution, the gap theory, critical text, all of which are built upon a sight-based definition of "evidence" that is not pleasing to God (Heb. 11:1, 6). Furthermore, this rationalistic foundation easily leads to the sight-based philosophy of pragmatism ("if it works, God must be in it"), which in turn influences ones view of other issues, including music. Because of the fact that new-evangelicalism is the consistent outcome of fundamentalism, people should not be surprised when individuals such as Jack Van Impe "switch teams" and "drift" over to new-evangelicalism! These individuals are being consistent with their foundation of universal church thinking and rationalism.
usually built upon the unscriptural and subtle premise that God need's size to win), he is ultimately hurting the greater "cause of Christ." How could God possibly use a small local church by itself? Because of this thinking, pastors will be hesitant to "rock the boat" and teach something contrary to the established decrees of fundamentalism. (4) Since there is not a single verse that lists the so-called fundamentals, fundamentalism has and continues to struggle with exactly how many fundamentals there are (five? seven? nine?) and what these fundamentals are ("How dare you elevate the text issue to the level of a fundamental!"). Thus, fundamentalism is a selective and arbitrary movement in which man decides the fundamentals (much like the catholic councils), and by logical extension, what "flaws" a local church can have (the fundamentalist lack of love but definitely not the newevangelical worldly music) and still retain "candlestick status" as one of God's churches (Rev. 2-3). Consequently, this unscriptural movement elevated certain individuals (usually associated with bigger para-church organizations or bigger churches) to decree what these fundamentals are. The elevation of these "fundamentalist popes" downplays the New Testament teaching of pastoral authority and local church autonomy. Consequently, churchmembers operating under this thinking will have a tendency to check their pastor's teaching with the authoritative decree of the various popes. (5) Because of the fact that fundamentalism is a selective movement, the label fundamental is often a subtle, self-congratulatory pat on the back that says "I'm already fundamental in those things that are really important." This subtle attitude hinders honest Biblical study on controversial issues (e.g., the text issue) because one has already pre-determined that they are already fundamental, which is wrongly equated with orthodoxy or "the faith."
In summary, the movement of fundamentalism has and continues to hurt local churches in all areas, including this area of scholarship.
5 The solution to this rationalistic thinking is to accept in faith that God has chosen the small local church to accomplish His work in this age.
The Rationalism of Para-Church Organizations
Local churches and the issue of Biblical scholarship have also been attacked through the existence of para-church organizations. These organizations, many of which are bigger than the local church, attempt to come along side (para) the local church to assist with some aspect of the Great Commission, whether it be a para-church Bible college that assists with Bible teaching, or a para-church mission board that assists with missions. By their refusal 5 How should one label Christians? The same way that Christ did in Revelation 2-3. He addresses churches alone (including the "newevangelical" churches of Pergamos and Thyatira) relative to their obedience to His Word. Just as the label fundamental is faulty, using the label newevangelical is equally faulty. Those who negatively label others as new-evangelical are operating under the assumption that fundamentalism is the Biblical standard, which it is not! The ultimate problem with many within the so-called new-evangelical movement is not that they are outside the "camp" of fundamentalism; rather, it is that they come short of the Biblical standard of guarding "all things" within God's revelation. Since labeling indicates one's standard, why not refer to a so-called new-evangelical church as a church that fails to guard a particular truth of the "all things" of Scripture? For those who obstinately insist on attempting to "reform" the non-Biblical and theologically loaded word fundamental with all of its damaging baggage to mean whatever the Bible teaches ("When I say fundamental I mean this…"), why not use an actual Biblical phrase ("teaching them to observe all things" or "the whole counsel of God") that teaches this truth. to be under a local church, these para-church organizations say through their actions (regardless of their words) that the small local church is incapable and incompetent to carry out the Great Commission without the aid of the bigger and stronger para-church organization. Thus, while those at these para-church organizations will earnestly testify (words) that they "emphasize" the local church and that the local church is "very important," they cannot match the Biblical teaching that the local church is the most important and exclusive institution for this age. Christ told them to do? Of course, those who ask these questions should listen carefully to make sure that the answers given to these questions are from Scripture, rather than pragmatic reasoning, and they should be prepared to deal with the potential ramifications of asking these pointed questions. Indeed, actions speak louder than words.
It is imperative that people recognize that the philosophy behind para-church organizations of "bigger is better" is absolutely logical and rational from the external, human perspective of man. Because of the fact that para-church organizations are built upon this foundation of rationalism, all para-church organizations have and will continue to struggle with exactly where to "draw the line" relative to their rationalism. 7 Furthermore, while these teaching 6 Discerning people recognize that there is a world of difference between the subjective descriptive phrase "very important" and the absolute descriptive phrase "the most important." The phrase "very important" leaves room for something or someone that is greater. Para-church organizations are very fond of talking about how "very important" the local church is, and while this statement is absolutely true, it does not go far enough in that it conveniently leaves room for another institution (the para-church organization) that is "the most important."
7 As mentioned earlier, the thinking that "bigger is better" is rational and logical from a human perspective. If one accepts this form of rationalism relative to institutional superiority, it is only a matter of time before this foundation of rationalism upon which every para-church organization is built influences one's thinking relative to the theological superiority of various viewpoints. Those viewpoints that are seemingly "bolstered" by sight-based, visible "evidence" (whether historical or archaeological) will be deemed theologically superior. The faith-based approach that enables one to accept that the small local church is the best way to fulfill the Great Commission also enables one to accept that a faith-based solution to a so-called theological problem is institutions are very capable of giving their students a quality education in most areas, both the faculty and the students will have their hands tied relative to accepting weak ecclesiology. This weak ecclesiology is guaranteed in that these para-church organizations must attempt to defend the teaching of the Bible outside of a local church, and this proposition can only be done by accepting the very weak and unscriptural universal church theory. The solution to this rationalistic drift is to accept in faith the fact that Christ has chosen to work through the local church in this age.
The Rationalism of Some Local Church Colleges and Seminaries
There is a fourth way that local churches have been hurt because of universal problem of externalism that leads to rationalism. Just as the universal church theory, the movement of fundamentalism, and para-church organizations are built upon the rationalistic premise that God needs size to do His work, so to some local churches manifest this thinking in their respective teaching organizations, whether it be a Bible college, seminary, or institute. Local churches can do this by perpetuating the subtle thinking that God's teaching organization (church) must be big
and it must carry an extra-Biblical name (college, seminary, institute) to be academically "legitimate."
The Greek word behind church is ekklesia, and this word is found some 115 times in the Textus Receptus. In 111 of these 115 times the word refers to the Lord's local church that is designated to carry out the teaching of the Word of God. offer other disciplines along with Bible classes is to protect the students from worldly philosophy. While this is noble, the practice of sending students religious/secular academic model has been followed by many believers as they attempt to carry out the Great Commission. A second point relates to using the institutional names from this academic model. Again, while this author does not believe that it is categorically wrong to use these institutional names not found in the New Testament, there is a very definite set of "baggage" that comes with these terms that can be potentially damaging. There certainly is a practical value in naming the various ministries within a church, and many of these ministries are called by terms not found in the New Testament (nursery, teen group, deaf ministry, etc…). The important difference between these other ministry names (nursery, deaf ministry) and the institutional names (college, seminary, and institute) is the fact that this latter group of names is loaded with baggage that is not found in the former group. Thus, this author is not suggesting that all non-Biblical words be avoided; rather, those words and phrases that carry excess theological baggage should either be replaced with Scriptural terms or there should be a diligent effort to train people as to the Biblical meaning of a term.
Readers should understand very clearly that this author is
The damaging baggage that is sometimes associated with the terms college, institute, or seminary is the unbiblical notion that a local church is only required to do the "serious" teaching of the Bible if they have a college, institute, or seminary. In fact, the thinking that only some local churches (usually the bigger churches) carry out the serious to a Christian campus is rooted in the rationalistic thinking that the local church is incapable of protecting these students as they learn a particular trade or discipline. According to the popular thinking, this protection can only be brought about by the "sacral society / state religion" of the Bible college campus in which the students are virtually protected 24/7. What is their protection after they graduate?
teaching of the Bible is absolutely logical and rational, and it does make sense from the external, sight-based perspective of man. This rationalistic idea is so prevalent that it is often read onto a very clear passage of Scripture in a subtle manner to facilitate one's preconceived idea of how the Great Commission should be done. However, in one walks by faith and understands God's ability and plan, their answer to these questions will be a resounding "yes."
Scholarship and the Person Dispensing God's Truth: the Pastor
The issue of Biblical scholarship is also directly related to the primary person dispensing God's truth, the pastor of 12 Local churches do not have the built-in limitations that para-church teaching organizations do. While it is very possible to receive a quality education at a para-church organization in most areas, it is virtually guaranteed that the students at these institutions will graduate with very poor ecclesiology, and this to various degrees, will influence their Bibliology and eschatology. Since para-church organizations teach through their actions that local churches are incapable of doing the "real" teaching of the Bible, it is only logical to conclude that local churches are also incapable of guarding the Word of God. Since the notion that the serious teaching of the Bible should be done outside of a local church lacks Biblical support, this is weak ecclesiology. In a word, if a student (or anyone, for that matter) is not questioning the very right of these institutions to teach the Bible, they have faulty ecclesiology. Please note the irony in this situation. These so-called academically superior para-church organizations, many of which point to accreditation as validation of their quality education, are built upon the theologically and academically weak foundation of Scripture taken out of context. They will never be able to "fix" this problem of teaching weak ecclesiology unless they submit to a local church. On the other hand, local church schools, which do not have their hands tied with the ropes of inconsistency, are able to "fix" their respective academic problems with a proper understanding of the Great Commission. a local church. Since the local church is the "pillar and ground of the truth," the leader of this institution has the primary responsibility to teach his congregation the Word of God. The fact that the pastor is required to be "apt to teach" (1 Tim. 3:2) and that he is supposed to "commit" to others Biblical truth clearly indicates that the pastor of a local church should "know his stuff."
In spite of this clear Biblical teaching about the pastor's responsibility to know the Word of God, the office of the pastor has also been attacked because of man's universal problem of externalism. Just as the institution of the local church is regarded as inferior to the bigger para-church organization, so to the human leader of the local church is deemed inferior to the professor at the large para-church organization. After all, the pastor is "still" serving at the small local church. Perhaps one day he may be smart enough to be "promoted" to the bigger para-church organization. Certainly there are and will continue to be individual pastors that do a second rate job of preaching and teaching the Word of God. This, however, is not and should not be a categorical description of every pastor.
Furthermore, while there are some pastors who are guilty of weak Bible-preaching and teaching, every para-church Bible professor is guilty of weak ecclesiology.
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Perhaps the greatest indicator of this philosophy that says that the office of the pastor is intellectually inferior to the para-church professor is the insistence of pastors to use extra-Biblical titles, such as "Doctor," to bolster the fact that they are intellectually "legit. Rather, educational programs should provide a solid foundation upon which future study may build and educational degrees indicate that a foundation has been laid. This author insists that the pastor who has received foundational training in the Word of God, including the Biblical languages, is able to build adequately upon this as he prepares his messages and lessons on a weekly basis. Because of the pastor's obligation to study the word of God, every pastor should "earn" the title "doctor" or "teacher" through diligent study and preparation. 14 This diligent 14 The time to carry out this Biblical study will be available to pastors of any church if deacons are utilized as they should be. According the Acts 6, deacons were given to carry out important, time-consuming tasks so that the pastors can study the Word of God. Both pastors and deacons must understand that it is "ok" for deacons to do secretarial tasks (answer phones, filing, letter writing) or janitorial tasks (cleaning toilets, painting, etc…). The primary duty of deacons is not to preside in meetings but rather to serve in the church to free up time for the pastor to study the Word of God. study should be done in the quiet of the pastor's study, and it should manifest itself to his congregation as he opens the Word of God. Consequently, although this pastor may not have a visible Th.D. diploma hanging from his study wall, his congregation should recognize that he has indeed "earned" the title of teacher or doctor. This condescending form of rationalism is also demonstrated in the current text issue. In 1999, the intellectual elite "within fundamentalism" were kind enough to issue a "memo" to all of the "dumb" pastors and layman that dictated the official "camp" position. Apparently, the generals within God's army of fundamentalism noticed that the privates were bickering over this "non-essential" and decided to once and for all end this nonsense so that God's army could get back to the "really important" task of guarding the "fundamentals. 
" The word doctor is a Latin translation of the English word teacher, which is a Biblical description of the pastor (Eph. 4:11). Consequently, there is a legitimate relationship between the words doctor, or teacher, and pastor. In spite of this, this author believes that most individuals use this term doctor not in reference to the Biblical idea associated with the pastor/teacher (a pastor "skilled" in the

It should be emphasized that a pastor's responsibility is to the Word of God and not to other extra-
